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ABSTRACT
SHIFTING PARENTING STYLES AND THE EFFECT ON JUVENILE
DELINQUENCY
Thomas J. Mowen
January 26,2011

The importance of parenting styles on childhood development and early
adolescent social and behavioral outcomes has been well documented within academic
literature (Schaffer et aI., 2009; Brand et aI., 2009; Claes et aI., 2005; Sirvanli-Ozen,
2005; Darling & Steinberg 1993; Lamborn et aI., 1991) and the effects of parenting styles
on juvenile delinquency have also been well researched (Hoeve, 2007; Pires & Jenkins,
2007; Claes et aI., 2005; Duncan et aI., 1998; Kandel, 1996; Simons & Robertson, 1989).
While there have been a number of studies which show parenting practices evolve with
the age of the child (Dix et aI., 1986; Feldman et aI., 1989; Smaller & Youniss, 1989),
and parenting practices can change due to the effects of circumstances such as
discrimination (Brody et aI., 2008) and divorce (Simons et aI., 1993), the literature on
adolescent behavior and parenting styles has overlooked the impact of shifting parenting
styles on delinquency. Using data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, the
current research examines 1) the extent and nature of parenting style changes during
adolescence, and 2) the influence of such parenting style shifts on juvenile delinquency_
Results indicate that shifts from authoritative to uninvolved or permissive parenting
correlate with an increase in juvenile delinquency. Correspondingly, a shift from
v

uninvolved parenting to authoritative parenting is shown to correlate with a decrease in
juvenile delinquency. A shift from permissive to authoritative parenting also
corresponded with an increase in juvenile delinquency between waves. The contextual
factors of parenting style shifts and the correlation with juvenile delinquency are assessed
and discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Parenting styles have been a popular subject of inquiry for social scientists for the
past half century (parker & Benson, 2004), and research has consistently found that the
family is among the most important agent of socialization for children and adolescents
(Maccoby, 1992; Henricson & Roker, 2000; Brand et al., 2009; Schaffer et al., 2009).
For most, parents serve a pivotal role in the process of socialization (Maccoby, 1992;
Paulson & Sputa, 1996). Research has found that the parenting style is the primary
avenue through which the child becomes acclimated to social life and interaction
(Vandeleur et al., 2007). Parenting style has been defined as "the parents' perceivable
attitudes towards the child" (Darling & Stienberg, 1992:489). Through these attitudes, an
emotional environment is created in which the parents' expectations and behaviors to the
child are expressed, and the child, in turn, interprets these behaviors and expectations.
This interpretation creates the emotional environment through which all familial
interaction occurs (Vandeleur et al., 2007). Parenting style, therefore, becomes the
mediator for this emotional family environment (Darling and Steinberg, 1993).

Parenting Styles
Academic research has traditionally relied upon two variables when classifying
parenting styles; those of parental demandingness (or control) and parental
1

responsiveness (or warmth) (Baumrind, 1966; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Paulson &
Sputa, 1996; Schaffer et al., 2009). Demandingness refers to the boundaries and rules a
parent places upon a child in order to integrate them into society (Baumrind, 1966).
Demandingness also refers to the level of parental supervision over the child and direct
confrontation between child and parent (Baumrind, 2005). Responsiveness refers to the
amount the parent supports the child with warmth, consistency, reason, and rationale.
Responsiveness also refers to the extent to which the child is allowed to grow
individually by self-assertion (Baumrind, 2005). These two variables, originally
employed by Baumrind (1966), have been used to identify the primary categories of
parenting style by most researchers (Paulson & Sputa, 1996; Baumrind, 2005). At the
time ofBaumrind's (1996) initial study, three major parenting styles were categorized:
authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. Later, a fourth parenting style
(indifferent/uninvolved) was added (Baumrind 1971).
Authoritative parenting is characterized by high demandingness and high
responsiveness, while authoritarian parenting is characterized by high demandingness and
low responsiveness. Permissive parenting is characterized by low demandingness and
high responsiveness, while indifferent parenting is characterized by low demandingness
and low responsiveness (paulson & Sputa, 1996). A more in-depth analysis of these
parenting styles is needed in order to explore the effects of each on juvenile behaviors.

Authoritarian Parenting
Authoritarian parenting is exemplified by total control of the child by the adult
(Baumrind, 1966). Parents who are authoritative in their behaviors generally hold their
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child to an absolute standard of behavior. This standard generally conforms to a higher
authority, such as a religious standard or belief (Baumrind, 1966). Authoritarian
parenting is also typified by punitive and forceful enforcement measures. This type of
parenting style does not allow the child to exhibit much autonomy, nor is the child
generally allowed to question parental rule and direction. Rules are viewed as concrete
and parental authority is absolute.
Authoritarian parenting has been found to correlate with lower levels of self
confidence and a lower ability to employ effective coping mechanisms among
adolescents (Nijhof & Engels, 2007). Research has also found a correlation between the
restrictive and hostile characteristics of authoritarian parenting and high levels of
adolescent anxiety because the child often externalizes hislher problems (Nijhof &
Engels, 2007). The restrictive nature of authoritarian parenting does not allow the child
or adolescent to properly explore his/her own social interactions, which may result in
higher levels of dependence on parental direction. This has been shown to inhibit the
development of self confidence in the adolescent (Schaffer, 2000). Research has also
found that children from authoritarian parents tend to have higher rates of some types of
delinquency including vandalism (Duncan et al., 1998) and drug use (pires & Jenkins,
2007). A negative parent-child relationship associated with high levels of parental
restriction and demandingness, and low levels of responsiveness and support may
increase the probability that a child will engage in deviant behavior (Wills et al., 1996).
The high demandingness and low responsiveness of authoritarian parenting is in contrast
to authoritative parenting.

3
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Authoritative Parenting
Authoritative parenting style is characterized by rational discussion and
reasoning. Baumrind (1966) describes the authoritative parent as one who,
" ... encourages verbal give and take, shares with the child the reasoning behind her
policy ... " (p. 891). The authoritative parenting style has also been described as
autonomy-granting for the child because the child is able to object to the imposition of
the parent. Because of this, the child can explore conformity on their own terms. The
imposition of rule from the parent to the child occurs only when the child deviates from
acceptable behavior. This results in the acknowledgement of the child's present self but
also provides guidelines for future conduct and interaction. Therefore, authoritative
parenting is rational, consistent, and warm.
Research has consistently found that authoritative parenting generally allows a
child to develop into a healthy individual, both socially and psychologically (Nijhof &
Engels, 2007). Research has also found that children from parents who are authoritative
in their parenting style generally develop high levels of self-esteem, self reliance, and are
able to employ effective coping strategies (Shaffer, 2000), and develop a positive image
of self (parker & Benson, 2004). A plethora of research has also concluded that
authoritative parenting results in higher levels of academic achievement, and higher
levels of maturity among adolescences (paulson & Sputa, 1996; Mayseless et al., 2003).
Research has also found that high levels of parental monitoring are associated with lower
instances of some delinquent behavior, including involvement in peer groups (Simmons
et al., 2001; Brown et al., 1993), alcohol abuse (Ary et al., 1999), and illicit drug use

(peterson et al., 1994).
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Permissive Parenting
Permissive parenting is characterized by a lack of adult control over the child.
Permissive parents allow a child or adolescent to self-regulate without concern for the
effects of their actions (Baumrind, 1966). A parent who employs a permissive style
works more as a counselor or advisor than as a figure of authority. A child may look to
upon the parent as a resource, but not as an enforcer. This also transitions into other
areas of life because a permissive parent does not appeal to the child to confirm to
external standards (Baumrind, 1966). Studies have found that a lack of parental control
may contribute to adolescent involvement in deviant peer groups and delinquency
including vandalism and other deviant peer group activity (Ary et al., 1999).

Uninvolved Parenting
Uninvolved parenting is typified by low levels of control and low levels of
warmth (Baumrind, 1966). An indifferent parent is not involved emotionally with the
child beyond providing for basic needs and resources. This type of style is also
characterized by a lack of control (Paulson & Sputa, 1996). Studies have found that
children who perceive their parents as permissive and with low levels of support, are
more likely to engage in illicit drug use (Wills et aI., 1996) and alcohol abuse (Barnes et
al. 1992).
A key difference between indifferent and permissive parenting is that the
permissive parent is characterized by high levels of warmth (Paulson & Sputa, 1996).
While neither type of parenting style is typified by the enforcement of rules, a permissive
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parent may explain why there are rules (for the adolescents' safety or wellbeing) thus
showing a certain level of warmth. Conversely, an indifferent parent will typically not
outline rules (Baumrind, 1966).
Studies have shown both permissive and indifferent parenting styles to be
correlated with negative psychological emotions in adolescents and children (Thurber &
Sigman,

1998~

Nijhof & Engels, 2007). Furthermore, children with permissive and

indifferent parents are more likely to experience symptoms of depression than children
whose parents are authoritative or authoritarian (Nijhof & Engels, 2007). Similarly, it
has also been found that children whose parents are uninvolved often exhibit low signs of
independence (Shaffer, 2000).
While differences in parenting behavior toward children had been documented
previously (see also Sears et aI.,

1953~

Spock, 1946), with the development of categorical

positions of parenting style, stark differences in the development and behaviors of
children whose parents exhibited characteristics of each parenting style began to be
documented. The effects of different parenting styles on children outlined previously
have been vastly observed. In a similar vein, the effects of parenting styles on juvenile
delinquency have also been explored extensively within the criminological literature.

6

CHAPTERll
PARENTING AND DELIQUENCY

Research History and Social Control
A long history of research traces the importance of parenting on juvenile social
and psychological development and delinquency (Glueck & Glueck 1950; McCord et al.,
1961; Baumrind, 1996). Early studies of parenting and its effects on children and
adolescents ultimately culminated in the criminological book Causes ofDelinquency,
(1969) by Travis Hirschi. Hirschi (1969) outlined the importance of social control theory
and concluded that children with strong attachment to their parents, among other factors,
were less likely to commit crime than children who lacked attachment to their parents.
Hirschi argued that parents serve as the most important source of social control for
children. An overview of social control theory will outline its applicability to juvenile
delinquency and the important role parental attachment serves.
The most basic assumption of social control theory is that everyone is inclined to
engage in deviant behavior (Hirschi, 1969). However, social control theory asserts that
individuals choose not to be deviant because doing so would cause damage to their
relationship with others (Hirschi, 1969). Social bonds shared with parents, friends and
employers, for example, keep individuals invested with the rules of society and deter
individuals from engaging in criminal behavior and delinquency. Conversely, an
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individual with weak social bonds can more easily commit crime as they are not invested
within the expectations and values of society. Hirschi outlined four important
characteristics of social bonds: commitment, involvement, belief and attachment.

Commitment refers to the time and effort put forth into conventional activities,
like pursuing an education, and valuing future goals. For example, after years of
schooling, one may desire to receive a high paying job. To engage in criminal behavior
would jeopardize this position. The hard work and commitment required to attain this
position would deter an individual from engaging in illegal activity because a stake in
conformity has been developed that requires commitment to conventional norms. For
Hirschi, another important element of social bonds is involvement. Involvement is an
important aspect of social control because engagement with conventional activities
simply does not allow for idleness, which could lead to illegal activity and deviance.
Spending time with parents, with peers or even reading a book serves as a buffer against
the draw of criminality.

Belie/is another component of Hirschi's theory of social control. Hirschi outlined
that individuals within social groups shared common ideas on morality, values, and
norms. This creates a mutual respect among all members for obeying the law.
Individuals sharing common beliefs are more likely to feel kinship with one another, and
are less likely to engage in activity that may violate that relationship. Belief in the
legitimacy of society's rules serves as a deterrence to deviance. Through social bonds, an
individual develops the belief that deviant behavior is morally wrong.
Of the four components of social control, Hirschi found that attachment is the
most important. For Hirschi, attachment to conventional others, such as parents, serves
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an important role in social control. Through attachment, one develops a moral cohesion
to others which emphasizes the importance of positive reactions of those conventional
others. More specifically, however, Hirschi believed parental attachment serves s the
most important form of social control for children and adolescents. Hirschi (1969)
observed that the development of respect for authority could not occur when a child
lacked attachment to his/her parents. Without this basic necessity for social life,
adolescents become unable to develop into healthy, law abiding citizens. Successful
investment in society begins with the positive attachment to parents. For Hirschi, a lack
of parent-child attachment results in higher levels of juvenile delinquent behavior.
Supporting Hirschi's hypothesis, research has found that delinquent youths
exhibit lower levels of attachment to their parents (Hirschi, 1969; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).
Research has also shown that a negative relationship between parent and child, as
characterized by high levels of stress and hostility, create an environment where parentchild attachment is unlikely (Heaven, Newbury & Mak, 2004). It is possible that a shift
from a positive parenting style to a negative parenting style may result in weakened
social control due to lower levels of parent-child attachment. This may correlate with, or
contribute to, an increase in juvenile delinquency and can be viewed through the
framework of social control theory.
According to the social control theory, an individual can commit deviant acts
when ties to conventional order have been broken (Wesley et aI., 2009). When a youth
lacks attachment with their parent, they risk being exposed to "criminogenic influences"
(Hirschi, 1969: 85). Of the four primary parenting styles, authoritative parenting has
been shown to create high levels of positive parent-child attachment, due to the high
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levels of parental warmth and control, more than other types of parenting styles (Mason
et al., 1996; Walker·Bames & Mason, 2004). This creation of high levels of parent·child
attachment results in high levels of social control (Agnew, 1993). When viewed through
the social control theory, authoritative parenting, of the four primary categories of
parenting, is the most effective form of social control because of the strong bonds created
between parent and child. Conversely, authoritarian and indifferent parenting, which
often exhibit parental rejection, have been shown to decrease parental attachment and
increase the probability of adolescent involvement with deviant peer groups (Simons &
Robertson, 1989). Similarly, a lack of control by the parent over the child, as
characterized by permissive parenting, has been shown to correlate highly with
delinquent behavior (Kandal, 1996).

Direct Effects of Parenting and Attachment on Deviant Behavior

A number of studies have identified particular parenting styles as risk factors for
antisocial behavior in children and adolescences due to the lack of attachment developed
between child and parent. Bamow et al. (2005) observed that low parental warmth,
inconsistency and parental rejection can lead to antisocial behavior. Similarly, research
has consistently found permissive parenting can also lead to antisocial behavior due to a
lack of parental attention, boundaries, rules and enforcement (Beck & Shaw, 2005;
Hawkins et aI., 2000). Poor parental discipline, inadequate monitoring and parental
inability to successfully problem solve have been found to correlate highly with
adolescent antisocial and delinquent behavior (Kandel, 1996). Supporting this, Schaffer
et aI. (2009) found that indifferent parenting styles inhibit the development of empathy
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within adolescents and therefore contribute to antisocial behavior. These findings
support the notion that parental attachment, as mediated by parenting style, has important
implications for the social and behavioral development of adolescents due to the effects
of inadequate parenting behavior which fails to contribute to the development of parentchild bonds (Simons & Robertson, 1989).
Parental relationships which exhibit environments of hostility and conflict can put
adolescence at an increased risk of deviance including vandalism and drug use (pires &
Jenkins, 2007; Duncan et al., 1998). Pires and Jenkins (2007) found that parenting styles
and the quality of the parent-child relationship have a mediating effect on adolescent drug
use. In their study, the researchers observed that drug users had significantly lower levels
of satisfaction in the relationship with their parents than did adolescents who did not use
drugs. Furthermore, a negative parent-child relationship and lack of attachment was also
highly correlated with adolescent antisocial behavior (pires & Jenkins, 2007). Along
these lines, Wills et al. (1996) observed that children and adolescents who believed they
had little support from their parents were especially vulnerable to use illicit drugs. Again,
in both Wills et al. (1996) and Pires and Jenkins (2007), the adolescents who engaged in
deviant behavior reported high levels of hostility and low levels of support from their
parents. These findings further outline the importance of positive adult-child attachment.
In a sample of 699 adolescents and their families, Barnes et al. (1992) found that

there existed a positive linear relationship between adolescents' rejection of drugs and
alcohol and perceived parenting warmth and support. Additionally, the research revealed
that both maternal and paternal support was negatively correlated with drinking, drug use,
deviance and school misconduct. Adolescents perceiving higher levels of support were
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much less likely to engage in these problematic behaviors. Interestingly enough, this
correlation was found even in single parent households. The authors suggest that family
structure may not playas important of a role as parenting style (Barnes et al, 1992). In
looking at control, coercive parental control was shown to positively correlate with
adolescent deviance and school misconduct. Additionally, the researchers found that
adolescents who perceived that their parents set rules had significantly lower levels of
deviant outcomes, and parental monitoring was the best predictor for low levels of all
juvenile delinquent measures (Barnes et al., 1992).
In a similar conclusion, Vazsonyi and Klanjsek (2008) found that maternal and
paternal closeness and support characteristics were key components in the successful
process of positive socialization for children in their research. In fact, the researchers
found that low levels of closeness (emotional attachment) served as a better predictor for
delinquency than did other variables including monitoring and control. These findings
support the notion that parental attachment serves to invest children into the conventional
norms of society while serving to discourage juvenile delinquency and that attachment
may be more important than control.
External factors and drug abuse problems have been shown to affect parenting
quality and parenting style. Drug addicts, on average, spend less time with their child
and tend to engage in poor parenting practices (Bauman & Levine, 1986). Social control
theory, however, asserts that even attachment to a drug-using parent will serve to inhibit
the child in engaging in deviant behavior. There is evidence to support this. Gainey et al.
(2010) conducted research on children whose parents where heroin users. The
researchers observed that older children with low levels of maternal attachment had
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significantly higher levels of illegal drug use than those children who had high levels of
maternal attachment. Higher levels of maternal attachment also served to mediate the
affect of peer influence. Maternal attachment served as a buffer against involvement with
deviant peers. Children who maintained a relationship with their mothers were much less
likely to become involved in delinquent activities. Gainey et al. (2010) concluded that
maternal attachment may serve as a protective factor against delinquency, even if the
parent is a substance abuser.

Intermediate Influences and the Impact of Parenting Styles on Delinquency
According to the social control theory, when bonds and attachment with parents
are weak, adolescents are at a higher risk for delinquent and antisocial behavior. To
outline the importance of parenting as a form of social control, an exploration of deviant
peer groups can be observed.
Walker-Barnes and Mason (2004) examined parental attachment and delinquency
of gang members. The researchers investigated the level of parental attachment and
parental control with levels of minor delinquency (skipping schooL fighting, stealing
items worth less than 50 dollars, and vandalism), substance use (marijuana and alcohol),
and major delinquency (carrying a weapon, using a weapon in a fight, and stealing an
item worth more than 50 dollars). The researchers found that high levels of parental
control correlated with lower levels of both minor and major delinquency and substance
use. Further outlining the importance of supportive parenting (in this case, high levels of
behavioral control and parental warmth), parental attachment was found to reduce the
impact of gang influence on the adolescent.
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Positive parenting practices, namely parental support and warmth, can foster
parent-child attachment and serve to mitigate the influence of even extreme forms of
deviant peer groups (Mason et al.,

1996~

Walker-Barnes & Mason, 2004). Many

additional studies have also shown that adolescents who have developed strong bonds
and attachment with their parents are less likely to develop associations with deviant
peers and engaged in delinquency (Agnew, 1993; Sankey & Huon, 1999). Simply put,
the more involved the parent is in the life of the child, and the more attached the child is
to the parent, the less likely the child is to engage in deviant behavior and be influenced
by gangs (Walker-Barnes & Mason, 2004).
The role of peers on juvenile delinquency is an area in which social control theory
can address, if not as the main point ofthe theory. As outlined by the social control
theory, the development of respect for authority cannot occur when a child lacks
attachment to their parents. In these cases, peers can serve to influence the behaviors of
the child. Indeed, the criminological literature is full of research which concludes that
both parents and peers are important influences in the use of drugs, both legal and illegal,
by adolescents (Bauman et al., 1990). Researchers have also found that while parents
and peers both influence adolescents, they do so in very different ways (Kandel, 1996).
Parents serve as role models and influence adolescents by setting normative standards.
Peers, on the other hand, influence adolescents through reciprocal role modeling. In this
role, peers serve to shape normative standards which could be favorable to drug use.
The relationship between the influence of peers and the influence of parents is a
highly intricate and contextual one. For instance, Simons et al. (1994) find that parents
are more influential in the early stages of life, and that peers become increasingly
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influential as the child moves into late adolescents; however. some research concludes
that children moving into adolescence with high levels of parental supervision will be
more likely to disassociate with deviant peer networks (Vitaro et al., 2005). What most
research does find is that both parents and peers are of utmost importance in the process
of socialization and likelihood of deviant acts in children and adolescents (Kandel. 1996),
and that successful parental attachment is an important component for predicting
criminogenic tendencies in children (Walker-Barnes & Mason 2004; Ary et al .• 1999).
[Emerging literature also finds that strong parental ties may serve as a buffer against
crime in adult children (Schroeder et al., 2010).]
In a recent study on delinquent patterns of 13 year old students, Furgusson et al.
(2007) observed that an increase in the delinquency of friends and peer networks in
general was highly correlated with an increase in self-reported delinquency. When
investigating potential mediators on delinquent behavior. Furgusson et al. (2007)
observed that a negative family background and limited academic achievement increased
the association with delinquent peers, whereas good academic achievement and a positive
family background served to minimize self-reported delinquency. The research findings
of Furgus son et al. (2007) mirror those of Burton et al. (1995), who concluded that
adolescents with strong attachment to their parents were less likely to engage in deviant
behavior. and less likely to associate with deviant peers. Other findings also show that
positive family management practices are an important factor in reducing juvenile
delinquency. Positive management has been shown to mitigate the use of illegal drugs.
even in the presence of peers who use drugs (peterson et al., 1994).
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The role of parenting style and deviant peer networks has also been explored. A
recent study by Bahr and Hoffman (2010) on 4,983 adolescents found that adolescents
from parents who were authoritative were less likely to drink heavily than adolescents
from parents who were authoritarian, indifferent or permissive. Furthermore, adolescents
who had parents who were authoritative were also less likely to associate with peers who
drank heavily. Bahr and Hoffman (2010) concluded that authoritative parents who
express above-normal levels of support and monitoring may deter adolescents from
alcohol use regardless of peer influence. Additionally, authoritative parenting may serve
to moderate the child's choice of peer association.
Research has also found that authoritative parents tend to proactively manage
their child's friends and peer networks (Simmons et al., 2001). Brown et al. (1993) found
that authoritative parents generally encourage their child to join only certain peer groups.
Other research has also found that authoritative parents also choose which school their
child attends, and push their child to pursue extracurricular conventional activities such
as sports or academic clubs (Ladd, Profilet & Hart, 1992). These types of strategies have
been shown to mitigate the effects of deviant peers, and have also been shown to reduce
the involvement with deviant peer networks because the probability of interaction with
deviant peers drops dramatically (Simmons et al., 2001).
As one might expect, poor parenting styles may increase the chances of the child
associating with deviant peer groups. Supporting this, Ary et al. (1999) found that lower
levels of parental monitoring, and higher association with deviant peers served to predict
engagement in delinquent behaviors. Other bodies of research have concluded that high
levels of parental monitoring are associated with lower levels of delinquency (Pettit et al.,
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2001). In a longitudinal study, Pettit et al. (2001) found that high levels of parental
monitoring correspond to lower levels of juvenile delinquency, even in children who had
previously reported high levels of delinquency. This finding highlights the importance of
consistent parental monitoring and that the benefits of parental monitoring may be
applicable even to delinquent children. Ineffective parenting styles may increase the
probability of engagement in deviant peer networks.
Simons and Robertson (1989) found that parental rejection (which does not allow
a healthy parent-child attachment to develop) increases the probability of adolescent
involvement with deviant peer groups. Parental rejection was also found to correlate with
the use of drugs and alcohol due, in part, to the influence of deviant peer networks. The
researchers also found that parental rejection correlates with adolescent aggressive
behavior. Interestingly, aggressive behavior served also as a predictor for involvement
with deviant peer groups. Simons and Robertson (1989) observe that children suffering
from parental rejection tend to be noncompliant and tend to associate with others who are
also noncompliant. Along this line of thought, ineffective parenting styles can lead to
aggressive behavior in adolescents which, in turn, can lead to rejection by nonaggressive
peers. Consequently, aggressive youths then form friendships with other deviant youths
(Simons & Robertson, 1989).
Alternative hypotheses have been suggested for this interaction which suggest that
parental rejection is actually a result of adolescent aggression, but this alternative
explanation is not widely supported (Simons & Robertson, 1989). While there is some
research that finds that difficult children are not nurtured in as positive a manner as
children who are not perceived as difficult (Bates, 1980), research overwhelmingly finds
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parental rejection influences social and psychological adolescent development, and not
the other way around (Simons & Robertson, 1989; Schaffer et al., 2009). Furthermore
Simons et al. (1989) found that there is a highly causal flow from parental rejection to
delinquent behavior, and that it is very unlikely that adolescent depression is causally
related to parental rejection. Therefore, parental rejection is generally seen to correlate, if
not necessarily lead to, involvement with deviant peers (Simons & Robertson, 1989).
The finding that parents are important buffers against deviant peer networks is
also a conclusion that is consistent across different ethnicities in the United States. Baer
(1999) found that maternal parental monitoring and strong parent-child attachment
decreased the likelihood of juvenile delinquency across various ethnic groups (AfricanAmerican, Euro-American and Mexican-American). Some research does find differences
in the overall importance of parental involvement with ethnic minority groups. For
instance, Bowman et al. (2006) found that African-American female children tend to
benefit more from maternal involvement than other minority groups, although maternal
involvement was correlated, at some level, with lower levels of delinquency for all ethnic
minority groups under study.
Differences in the gendered effects of control and attachment have also been
explored. Research finds that delinquency is highly correlated with a lack of parental
bonding for girls (Barnes & Farrell, 1992; Hueber & Betts, 2002). Factors such as
neglect, parent-child conflict, overtly harsh punishment and abuse have all been shown to
predict increased levels of delinquency in girls (Heaven, Newbury & Mak, 2004).
Parental attachment for girls, specifically, has been a prominent area of study in the
delinquency of girls, and some research does find that the influence of peer networks is
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greater for females (Kerpelman & Smith-Adcock, 2005). It must be noted that some
differences in mediating affects have been found, most research finds that parental
attachment is an important predictor for delinquency in both genders (Krohn & Massey,
1980; Kerpelman & Smith-Adock, 2005).
These findings, along with previous research (Kandel, 1996; Furgusson et al.,
2007) highlight the importance of parenting styles as among the highest correlative of
deviant behavior. A positive family background and strong parent-child attachment led
by positive parenting styles and practices can serve as a buffer against deviant behavior in
adolescents and children (Simons et al., 1994; Kandel, 1996; Vitaro et al., 2005;
Furgusson et al., 2007), and protect against deviant peer influence (Bahr & Hoffman
2010; Burton et al., 1995; Bauman, 1990). In addition to serving as a buffer against
deviant peer networks, parenting styles can also have a direct impact on the level of
delinquent engagement of their child.
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CHAPTER III
SIDFTING PARENTING STYLES

One such area of research which has been minimally explored is the effect of
shifting parental practices on children and adolescents. The literature acknowledges that
parenting practices change with the age ofthe child (Dix et aI., 1986; Feldman et aI.,
1989; Smaller & Youniss, 1989), but research has not explored the idea of shifts in
parenting style and the effects on juvenile delinquency. Only certain "specialty"
conditions where parenting styles may alter have been explored to date, including
situations of discrimination (Brody et aI., 2008) and divorce (Simons et aI., 1993). The
goal of prior research, however, was not to explore the effect of the change in parenting
style on the child, but rather to explore the conditional affect of each situation on the
parent. The current research aims to explore potential shifts in parenting styles and to
examine potential effects on juvenile behavior.
Research has shown that environmental variables, like divorce, marital conflict,
and parental depression, may affect parenting behaviors due to stress (Biglan, Hops &
Sherman, 1988). Parental stress has been shown to increase the level of hostile
interactions between the parent and child (patterson & Forgatch ,1990; Webster-Stratton,
1990), which may result in lower levels of parent-child attachment. The impact on
parenting style, however, appears to be minimally explored.
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Some research has found that stress-related health issues like depression can
negatively affect the parents' ability to engage in responsible childrearing practices
(Brody et al., 2008). Brody et ai. (2008) found that depression may lead to, and is often
associated with, lower levels of supportive interaction between the parent and child.
Within this study, the researchers found that perceived discrimination may serve to
increase stress levels in the parents thereby increasing stress-related health issues and
depression. In turn, these negative health outcomes may lead to lower levels of positive
and healthy parenting practices (Brody et aI., 2008). In this case, perceived
discrimination may lead to a shift from healthy parenting (i.e. a communicative and
supportive environment) to unhealthy parenting caused by stress (i.e. an environment of
hostility and negativity).
Environmental causes related to a change in parenting styles are not the only
times in which parenting practices may be altered. Developmental research has found
that the parent-child relationship must often undergo changes as the child reaches
adolescence (Sorkhabi, 2010). Research also suggests that this renegotiation of roles
often leads to increased conflict between parent and child, and that some parents exhibit
signs of difficultly in adjusting to the changing behaviors of their children (Claes et al.,
2005). This may cause a parent to ineffectively supervise their child. Some research
finds that this absence of control may lead the parent to adopt a permissive parenting
style, which may result in a lack of boundaries placed upon the child (Claes et al., 2005).
The lack of boundaries, or limitations and rules, has been found to correspond with
juvenile delinquency and drug abuse (Lamborn et al., 1991; Loeber & Dishion, 1983). It
is possible that a parent who once exemplified authoritarian parenting may become a
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permissive parent due to the difficulty in adjusting to the change in the child, but this
shift has not been explored.
A vast amount of academic research reports that divorce and remarriage can cause
children and adolescents to exhibit higher levels of aggressiveness, defiance, and
delinquent behavior (Amato et aI., 1991; Demo et aI., 1988) due to problems in family
functioning and parental distress, in part because each member must assume a new role
(Hetherington et aI., 1989). In a longitudinal study, Klein et aI. (1997) found that poor
maternal communication and problem solving skills combined with the presence of
divorce, maternal depressive mood, or high internal parental conflict was the strongest
predictor of juvenile delinquent behavior. Research has, however, established that
adolescent behavior among those living in single-parent homes continuously do not vary
significantly in deviant activities than adolescences living in two-parent households
(Keller et aI., 2002). Very few bodies of research have investigated changes in parenting
style caused by, or in conjunction with, divorce. At present, only Simons et aI. (1993)
have investigated the effects of divorce on parenting styles, though no comparison was
done on parenting styles prior to divorce.
Simons et aI. (1993) found that recently divorced mothers were at a high risk of
depression and poor parenting. The researchers conclude that "... women who are
depressed do not parent well" (p. 395). This is due, in part, to the exposure to negative
life events, in this study divorce, and the lack of social support, especially among lowerincome, newly divorced mothers. This process can lead to high levels of anxiety and
stress. Furthermore, mothers with lower levels of education and higher levels of
antisocial behavior were found to have less social support networks, lower interests in
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finding a job, and less concern about financial obligations during the divorce process.
These factors, combined, show that high levels of psychological distress may result in
inept parenting practices. A shift from positive parenting styles to negative parenting
styles could theoretically be observed in conjunction with divorce (Simons et al., 1993).

An assessment of shifting parenting styles, however, is noticeably lacking the family and
delinquency literature.
Interestingly, Simons et al. (2005) suggests that in communities with a high level
of collective efficacy, uninvolved or permissive parents may be expected to adopt an
authoritative parenting style. In areas where the community puts a lot of emphasis on
conformity, parents may be expected to ensure that their child is no exception to the rule.
In cases like this, it may be that pressure from neighbors, school teachers and other
parents may result in a shift in parenting style. Again, empirical research on the
outcomes of parenting style shifts is lacking in the current literature.

The Current Study
Based on the literature reviewed above, it is posited that parenting styles do shift
across adolescence, and that such shifts will effect adolescent offending. A shift from a
parenting style with high levels of demandingness (authoritative or authoritarian) to a
parenting style with low levels of demandingness (permissive or uninvolved) may result
in weakened social controls, which may allow for adolescent offending to occur.
Similarly, a shift from a parenting style which exhibits high levels of supportiveness
(authoritative or permissive) to a parenting style with low levels of parental
supportiveness (authoritarian or uninvolved) may also result in weakened social controls,
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which will allow for adolescent offending to occur. To assess shifts in parenting style,
waves one and three from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth are analyzed to
explore the extent and nature of shifting parenting styles and the potential effect on
juvenile delinquency.
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CHAPTER IV
METHODS

Data
The data used for this project are derived from wave one and wave three of the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth. Data from wave one were collected in 1997, and
data from wave three were collected in 1999. Wave one and wave three are utilized in
the current study as the respondents were all under 18 years old in wave three, and a
sufficient amount of time between waves allowed for a more comprehensive change in
parenting style to be assessed. The total sample of the NLSY include 8,984 youths born
between 1980 and 1984, between the ages of 12 and 16 at the first wave. The NLSY data
were utilized for this research as the sample population closely resembles the national
population and includes measures of parenting style (support and control), and specific
measures of juvenile delinquency over the course of adolescence.
Although the sample size in the current study changes between waves due to both
missing data and data collection methodology (the NLSY does not ask administer each
survey question to every respondent in each wave), the total sample, overall, is still large
(wave one n=8580; wave three n=4505). Age was the only predictor of attrition in wave
three. However, children over age 18 were not surveyed on parenting style in wave
three., which accounts for the inclusion of more younger adolescents in the wave three
follow-up and therefore make the current study's findings more conservative. Overall,
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the sample sizes represent the total number of adolescents who provided their perception
oftheir mothers' parenting style in both wave one and wave three.

Dependent Variable: Juvenile Delinquency.
The NLSY includes five measures of delinquency in both wave one and wave
three. Those measures include property crimes, physical assaults, stealing items worth
more than fifty dollars (including an automobile or motorcycle), carrying a weapon, and
selling hard drugs, and are measured as the number of times of occurrence in the previous
year. Respondents were asked to report the number of times in the prior year they
committed each offense. To be consistent with prior work on juvenile delinquency, the
items were recoded into a seven category frequency response set (1 =never, 7=more than
once a day). Weights were then multiplied to these measures in order to better quantify
the level of delinquent behavior of the respondents. The weighted score was then
multiplied by the frequency of each offence. The weights applied were developed
through the National Survey of Crime Severity (Wolfgang et al., 1985) and range in
seriousness from property crimes (2.88) to selling hard drugs (8.53). The resulting
juvenile delinquency index, therefore, represents both frequency and severity of each
offense for each respondent. Through this weighted recode, each respondent was given a
total score for delinquency at both wave one and wave three of the NLSY.
To account for the behavioral changes that occur alongside parenting style shifts
across the two waves of data, difference scores for juvenile delinquency were included.
To create this variable, the total weighted scored from wave one, as developed through
the constructed delinquency, was subtracted from wave three. The descriptives are
shown in Table 1.
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Table 1: Change in Delinquency between Wave One and Wave Three
Mean
-1.452

Std. Deviation
16.294

Minimum
-129.54

Maximum
153.33

Parenting Style

The National Longitudinal Survey of Youth utilizes the traditional topology to
assess parenting styles. These measures are consistent with other inventories used to
measure parenting styles (see the Parenting Inventory II by Darling & Toyokawa, 1997).
The NLSY measures parental support by asking the youth, "When you think about how
s/he acts towards you, in general, would you say that s/he is very supportive, somewhat
supportive or not very supportive?" Parental demandingness was measured through the
response to, "In general, would you say that s/he is permissive or strict about making sure
you did what you were suppose to do?" Supportiveness was measured through a three
point scale (very supportive, somewhat supportive, or not very supportive) at both waves.
Demandingness was measured on a two point scale (permissive, strict) at both waves.
Respondents indicating their parents as "not very supportive" or "somewhat
supportive" were classified as nonsupportive (or non-responsive). Respondents
indicating their parent was "very supportive" were considered supportive (or responsive).
In terms of demandingness, youths classifying their parents' parenting style as permissive
were coded as having nondemanding parents, while youths indicating their parents as
demanding were considered demanding. This led to the creation of distinct and mutuallyexclusive measures of the four primary types of parenting style. Authoritative,
characterized by high support and high control; authoritarian, characterized by high
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control and low support; permissive, characterized by low control and high support; and
uninvolved, characterized by low control and low support. See Table 2.
Table 2: Parenting Style Classifications
High Control
Low Control

High Support
Authoritative
Permissive

Low Support
Authoritarian
Uninvolved

The current study relies on child reports of parenting as prior research has
indicated that children provide a more accurate assessment of parenting. For example,
Noller and Callan (1986) found that on average, adolescents perceived other family
members to have higher levels of general anxiety and exhibit lower levels of involvement
with other family members. Parents, on the other hand, rated family members as much
less anxious, and much more involved with the family, which suggests that there is often
a disjuncture between parents and children in the perception of family interaction. While
parents might view themselves as involved and supportive, adolescents may perceive
their parents to be less involved and less supportive (Noller and Callan 1986). In a
similar vein, Feldman et aI., (1989) found that adolescents typically believe their family
to be less cohesive than their parents do because of the need the parent has to justify their
parenting efforts. These finding suggests that the measurement of parenting style through
the perception of the child may be more valid than the parenting style as reported by the
parent.
The current study relies on mother's parenting style. The National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth breaks parenting style into two factors, the parenting style of the mother
and the parenting style of the father. The current body of research employs the former, as
prior inquiry suggests that the impact of maternal parenting is generally greater than
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impact of paternal parenting with concern to juvenile delinquency (Gainey et al., 2010;
Baer, 1999; Bowman et al., 2006; Klein et al., 1997). The parenting style of the mother
was also utilized because there is not sufficient data on the father's parenting style to
draw firm conclusions as many of the respondents indicated that their father was not
present which resulted in a larger number of missing data (n=6421 for paternal parenting
and n=8580 for maternal parenting in wave one. n=4505 for maternal parenting style in
wave three and 2313 for paternal parenting in wave three). Table 3 outlines the
proportion of matemal parenting styles for wave one (1997) and wave three (1999).
Table 3: Parenting Style BX Waves

Wave 1
Wave 3
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
10.4
772
17.1
890
Uninvolved
35
31
Permissive
2999
1395
16.1
Authoritarian
1065
12.4
725
Authoritative
3626
42.2
1613
35.8
8580
100
4505
100

Control Variables
Control variables were introduced in order to better isolate the correlation of
parenting shifts on juvenile delinquency. As current literature suggests, delinquent peers,
neighborhood disadvantage, prior offending, single and two parent households, and
family environment all potentially influence juvenile delinquent behavior (Ary et al.,
1999; Brody et al., 2008; Simons et al., 1993 Keller et al., 2002; Pires & Jenkins, 2007;
Duncan et aI., 1998). Additionally, race, gender, age, and family income were also used
as control variables as they have also been found to contribute to juvenile delinquency
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(Elliot, 1994; Hueber & Betts, 2002; Moore & Hagedorn 1999). Descriptives of the
control variables are shown in Table 4. 1 The relationships between control variables
were in the predicted direction. See Appendix A for bivariate correlations between
control variables.

Table 4: Distribution of control variables
Variable
Delinquent Peers
Income
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Parental Relationship
~e

Std.
Deviation
Minimum Maximum
Mean
5
2.166
0.964
1
46361.699
42143.504
-48100
246474
135.822
142.714
700
0
3781.974
738.702
500
4800
14.9896
1.397
17
13

The variable "Neighborhood disadvantage" was assessed using a scale to measure
characteristics of the respondents home and neighborhood. The adolescent was asked, "In
the past month, has your home usually had electricity and heat when you needed it?" and
"In a typical week, how many days from 0 to 7 fo you hear gunshots in your
neighborhood?" Additionally, the interviewer made notes on how well kept the building
on the street where the youth residences in, how well kept the interior of the home is, and
whether or not the interviewer was concerned for their safety in the neighborhood. These
questions led the creation of the Neighborhood disadvantage variable with a score
between 0 and 700.
To assess the level of household conflict, the relationship between the mother and
father occupying the household was assessed as it was perceived by the adolescence. The
questions asked were, " Does s/he scream at himlher when s/he is angry? Is s/he fair and

All variables meet the criteria for normal distribution with the exception of income and age. Several
data transformation techniques were utilized to adjust the kurtosis, but no transformation altered the
substantive findings.

1

30

willing to compromise when they disagree? Does s/he express affection or love for
him/her? Does s/he insult or critize him/her or his/her ideas? Does s/he encourage or help
him/her with things that are important to him/her? Does s/he blame him/her for her/his
problems? The range is from 500 to 4800, with lower numbers representing lower levels
of household conflict.
The variable delinquent peers was constructed through measuring the percent of
peers who smoke, get drunk more than 1 time a month, belong to a gang, or who use an
illegal drug. Respondents about the mean for each item were given a score of one,
respondents below the mean were given a zero.

Method of Analysis

The present study first examines the relationship between wave one parenting and
wave one delinquency to assess the cross-sectional relationship between maternal
parenting and adolescent offending. Next, a regression is performed on wave one
maternal parenting style and wave three juvenile delinquency to establish a baseline
measure of the relationship between wave one maternal parenting style and juvenile
delinquency over time. After these initial steps, the change in the juvenile delinquency
score was determined between wave one and wave three as it corresponding to particular
parenting style shifts, these results are shown in Table 6. This preliminary analysis
allows for an understanding of the juvenile delinquency score change to be assessed as it
relates to maternal parenting style shifts between waves.
The current study then utilizes change-score modeling to examine the relationship
between shifts in parenting style and changes in adolescent offending between two waves
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ofNLSY data. Recent studies have utilized change score modeling, as it has been found
that this type of modeling provides a more exact measure of the impact of family
transitions on adolescent offending than other analytic models (Schroeder et al. 2010). In
a comparison of statistical measures, Johnson (2005) concludes that change score
modeling is superior to other forms of analysis when the research focuses on the effect of
a transition and there exists a need to control for variables which may influence the
outcome of the transition. 2 In the present body of research, prior levels of delinquency,
influence of delinquent peers, neighborhood disadvantage, household conflict and family
structure are controlled, but due to the complex nature of transitions in family, change
score modeling allows for a more comprehensive and precise estimation of the effect of
shifts in family on juvenile delinquency than other forms of modeling (Johnson, 2005).
First, any shift in parenting style is compared to stable parenting through ordinary
least squares regression to assess the relationship between any type of maternal parenting
shift (regardless of a negative to positive shift) and delinquency. Then, each parenting
style shift is compared against the stable parenting style for authoritative, authoritarian,
permissive, and uninvolved to determine the particularities of maternal shifts and
delinquency which will allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the effect of
positive to negative shifts, such as authoritative to uninvolved, and negative to positive
shifts, such as uninvolved to authoritative. Lastly, all parenting styles (including both
shifts in parenting style and stable parenting styles) are regressed on stable authoritative
parenting style. Stable authoritative parenting is used as the comparison because
academic literature overwhelmingly suggests that authoritative parenting is the best

2

The simple equation for change score modeling is (Yi rYj1)=B1Xj+e'i. See Johnson (2005)
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predictor oflow levels of adolescent offending (Baumrind 1966; Brown et aI., 1993;
Peterson et aI., 1994; Ary et aI., 1999; Simmons et aI., 2001).
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CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS

Wave One Parenting and Wave One Delinquency
In the first analysis, which explores the relationship between maternal parenting

style and juvenile delinquency, an ordinary least squares regression is performed using
the weighted juvenile delinquency score from wave one and the maternal parenting style
from wave one. This analysis allows for a cross-sectional assessment of the relationship
between parenting style and juvenile delinquency.
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Table 5: Regression Comparing Wave One Parenting and Wave One Juvenile Delinquency
~odel

1

~odel2

~odel3

Sociodemographic
Female
Black
Hispanic (White Contrast)
Other (White Contrast)
Income
Age
Parenting Stylewl

-.164***
-.OlD
-.026*
.011
-.057***
.116***

Authoritative (Contrast)
Permissive
Uninvolved
Authoritarian

-.174***
-.007
-.026*
.013

-.198***
-.049***
-.031 **
.0lD

-.047***
.121 ***

-.004
-.004

.040***
.135***
.121 ***

.032**
.lD2***
.089***

Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood
Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
F
R2

.269***

.029**
-.035**
-.066***
64.450*** 69.353*** 102.123***
.043
.068
.134
N
8575
8572
8567
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

The results shown in Table 5 first indicate that gender, income and age
significantly impact adolescent offending in the predicted direction, as prior research has
found females to be less delinquent than males (Kerpelman & Smith-Adock, 2005),
changes in delinquency to occur with age (Kandel, 1996) and higher income to
correspond negatively with offending (Simons et al. 1993).

~ore

important to the

current study, the results also show that adolescents who perceived their mother as
permissive, uninvolved and authoritarian have significantly higher levels of delinquent
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behavior in wave one than adolescents who perceive their mother as authoritative

3

.

This

finding is consistent with prior research (Duncan et al., 1998; Pires & Jenkins, 2007;
Wills et aI., 1996).
Furthermore, Model 3 indicates that gender and race correlate strongly with
juvenile delinquency, and adolescents who perceived their mother as permissive,
uninvolved, and authoritarian continue to have significantly higher levels of delinquent
behavior when controlling for delinquent peers, neighborhood disadvantage, household
conflict and family structure than adolescents with authoritative mothers. Adolescents
reporting their mother as uninvolved show the strongest association with juvenile
delinquency. These findings coincide with other literature that finds that adolescents
with uninvolved mothers generally have higher levels of delinquent behavior than
adolescents whose mothers fall under one of the other forms of parenting style (Paulson
& Sputa, 1996).

The analysis also reveals that maternal permissive parenting is less correlated
with delinquent behavior than maternal authoritarian parenting, all else equal. This
finding suggest that there may be a marked difference between high warmth and lack of
control (permissive) and high control and lack of warmth (authoritarian) and the
influence on adolescent offending, which has also been found in prior research. Vazonyi
and Klanjsek (2008) conclude that maternal support and warmth is often more important
than maternal control and restrictiveness in serving to reduce juvenile delinquent
behavior. Additional analysis in this study may provide further information on the
relationship between control and warmth and the impact on adolescent offending.

3

Multicollinearity was assessed and variance inflation factors were not an issue in this analysis
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Wave One Parenting and Wave Three Delinquency
Having established a relationship between delinquency and maternal parenting
style in wave one, an ordinary least squares regression was performed investigating the
relationship between wave one maternal parenting style and wave three juvenile
delinquency. This analysis establishes the relationship between wave one parenting
styles and wave three delinquency. The results are shown in Table 6.
Table 6: Re~ession Comearin~ Wave One Parentin~ and Wave Three Juvenile Delinguencx
Modell

Model 2

Model 3

Sociodemographic
Female
Black
Hispanic (White Contrast)
Other (White Contrast)
Income
Age
Wave 1 JD
Parenting Stylewl

-.093***
-.018
-.020+
.013
-.011
-.039***
.284***

Authoritative (Contrast)
Permissive
Uninvolved
Authoritarian

-.095***
-.018
-.020+
.013
-.009
-.037***
.279***

-.105***
-.040**
-.025*
.012
.011
-.067***
.257***

.001
.017
.028**

-.001
.009
.020+

94.084***
.099
8571

.071 ***
.041 ***
-.012
-.032**
72.494***
.106
8567

Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
F

R2

133.085***
.098
8574

N
Note: Standardized coefficients reE0rted. +e<·10, *e < .05, **e < .01, ***E < .001.

Gender, age, wave one juvenile delinquency, family structure and delinquent
peers all correlate highly with wave three juvenile delinquency. Authoritarian maternal
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parenting correlates highly with wave three delinquency when controlling for the
sociodemographic variables, but this relationship was reduced (p<.l 0) when the control
variables were introduced. Uninvolved maternal parenting correlated with wave three
juvenile delinquency when controlling for sociodemographic variables (p<.l 0), but this
relationship was also reduced when the control variables were introduced. Adolescents
who reported their mothers as permissive differed only slightly from adolescents who
reported their mothers as authoritative in juvenile offending in wave three when all
control variables were introduced (Model 3). The result of this ordinary least squares
regression analysis outline that authoritarian maternal parenting style in wave one is the
only parenting style associated with juvenile delinquency in wave three and that
intermediate factors (delinquent peers, neighborhood disadvantage, and family structure)
are more correlated with juvenile delinquency than specific parenting styles in this
particular model. Overall, the findings suggest a strong cross-sectional relationship
between maternal parenting style and delinquency but only authoritative parenting shows
a marginal longitudinal effect. Another important aspect to analyze is the difference in
adolescent offending between wave one and wave three and the relationship with
maternal parenting style.

Wave One Parenting and Change in Delinquency
To assess the relationship between wave one maternal parenting and a change in
delinquency between wave one and wave three, a new variable was created by
subtracting wave one delinquency from wave three delinquency. The new variable
represents the overall change in delinquency score between waves. This new variable
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was regressed on maternal parenting from wave one and also the sociodemograpbic and
control variables previously noted. The results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Parenting Style and Change in Delinguency between Wave One and Wave Three
Modell
Model 2
Model 3
Sociodemographic
-.076***
-.078***
Female
-.087***
-.020*
-.021 *
-.037***
Black
-.024*
Hispanic (White Contrast)
-.023*
-.027**
.014
.014
.013
Other Race (White Contrast)
-.008
-.007
.009
Income
-.034***
Age
-.032***
-.056***
-.554***
-.557***
-.576***
Wave 1 JD
Parenting Stylewl
Authoritative (Contrast)
Permissive
Uninvolved
Authoritarian

-.009
.007
.021*

-.011
-.001
.014

Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
R2

.063***
.025*
-.011
-.028**
536.111 *** 376.272*** 274.605***
.304
.305
.310

N

8574

F

8571

8567

Note: Standardized coefficients reE0rted. +E<·10z *E<·05 z **E<·Olz ***E<·OOl.

Adolescents who reported their mother as authoritarian showed a statistically
significant increase between waves when compared to adolescents from a stable
authoritative environment when controlling for the sociodemongrapbic variables, but this
relationship decreased when adding in the control variables. When controlling for
delinquent peers and neighborhood disadvantage, adolescents who reported their mother
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as either uninvolved or permissive showed slight decreases in offending between waves.
These findings suggest that there may be an important difference between the hostile and
restrictive environment created by authoritarian parenting (as those adolescents
experienced an increase in delinquency) and the lack of restriction and hostility
characterized by permissive or indifferent parenting (as those adolescents experienced a
decrease in offending between waves).
Having established the relationship between maternal parenting style in wave one
and the relationship with juvenile delinquency in wave one, wave three, and the change in
delinquency between waves, the next step in the current project assesses shifting
parenting styles and the relationship with juvenile delinquent behavior.
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CHAPTER VI
SHIFTS IN PARENTING

The current study aims to explore the relationship between shifting parenting
styles between waves and the change in juvenile delinquency. First, the prevalence of
shifting parenting styles is explored.

Wave One to Wave Three Shifts
To assess the extent and nature of shifting maternal parenting style, wave one
maternal parenting style and wave three maternal parenting style variables were recoded
into a new variable which represent shifts from one parenting style to another between
wave one and wave three.
An analysis of the new variables reveal substantial shifts in maternal parenting
styles as reported by the youth between wave one and wave three as shown in Table 3. A
total of 53.6 percent (n=2353) of adolescents surveyed reported shifts from one parenting
style to another between wave one and wave three. A total of 49.7 percent (n=943) of all
adolescents who reported their parents as authoritative in wave one of the NLSY reported
a different parenting style in wave three. Similar patterns of shifting maternal parenting
styles were found in each style and are shown in Table 8, with 62.9 percent (n=368)
reported a shift from authoritarian to another form of parenting, 58.4 percent (n=277)
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reported a shift from uninvolved to another form of parenting, 53.3 percent (n=764)
reported a shift away from permissive to another form of parenting.
Having established marked shifts in the perception of maternal parenting style by
the adolescent between wave one and wave three, the potential impact of such shifts on
juvenile delinquency was analyzed. To determine if there were any changes in juvenile
offending between waves one and waves three, the change in delinquency for each
parenting shift was computed. The result is shown in Table 8.
Table 8: Parental Shifts from Wave One to Wave Three by Juvenile Delin9.uenc~

Parenting Style
Authoritative

Shift To

Freguency

No Change
Uninvolved
Permissive
Authoritarian
Total

953
189
483
271
1896

No Change
Uninvolved
Permissive
Authoritative
Total

217
140
86
142
585

No Change
Permissive
Authoritarian
Authoritative
Total

197
130
80
67
474

No Change
Uninvolved
Authoritarian
Authoritative
Total

670
211
132
421
1434

Authoritarian

Uninvolved

Permissive

N=4389
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Percent JDWI
43.2
2.904
50.3
10
4.178
25.5
3.903
14.3
4.504
100
13.3
37.1
7.667
23.9
6.274
14.7
9.311
24.3
7.47
100
10.8
9.551
41.6
27.4
9.065
16.9
5.374
14.1
7.175
100
32.7
46.7
4.226
14.7
5.854
9.2
6.097
29.4
4.509
100

JDW3

~JD

3.087
7.212
4.562
4.79

0.183
3.034
0.659
0.286

6.772
6.933
7.908
4.951

-0.895
0.659
-1.403
-2.519

7.33
6.861
3.992
3.23

-2.221
-2.204
-1.382
-3.945

4.513
6.586
7.134
2.812

0.287
0.732
1.037
-1.697

This preliminary analysis suggests that shifts from authoritative maternal
parenting to any other form of parenting corresponds with an increase in juvenile
offending, with the shift from authoritative to uninvolved having the highest increase in
offending (mean increase=3.034). Similarly, a shift from uninvolved parenting to any
other form of parenting corresponds with a decrease in offending between waves, with a
shift from uninvolved to authoritative having the greatest reduction in offending (mean
decrease=-3.945). Similar trends were found for the other forms of maternal parenting
style. Adolescents reporting his/her mother as permissive in wave one show increases in
offending at wave three, except for those adolescents reporting a shift from permissive to
authoritative who had a decrease in offending. In line with the previous exploration of
parenting style in the current study, adolescents who reported his/her mother as
authoritarian had a decrease in overall delinquency for each parenting style shift, but the
largest decrease was the shift from authoritarian to authoritative. Interestingly, and
contrary to the hypothesis, authoritarian to uninvolved shifts also displayed a decrease in
offending between waves.
The current findings suggest that shifting maternal parenting styles do impact
adolescent offending. To further assess the relationship between shifts in maternal
parenting and juvenile delinquent behavior, variables were created which represented
each possible shift and an ordinary least squares regression was performed with control
variables to further elucidate the strength of relationship between the variables.

Any Shift
Next, an investigation was performed using a new variable, Any Shift. The
variable was created by combining any parenting style shift between wave one and wave
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three. By investigating any shift in parenting style between wave one and wave three, the
influence of a shift in parenting style and juvenile delinquency can be compared against
stable parenting. The results are shown in Table 9.

Table 9: Regression Comparing Any Parenting Shift and Juvenile Delinquency
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Sociodemographic
Female
Black
Hispanic (White Contrast)
Other Race (White Contrast)
Income
Age
Wave 1 JD

-.083***
-.024+
-.025+
.007
-.023+
-.008
-.499***

-.084***
-.023+
-.025+
.007
-.022
-.008
-.500***

-.092***
-.048**
-.032*
.005
.005
-.025+
-.522***

.019

.017

180.963***

.052***
.055***
-.012
-.035*
125.065***

Parental Shift wI to w3
Stable Parenting (Contrast)
Any Shift
Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
F
R2

206.444***

.243
.244
4499
4498
N
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.lO, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

The results show that adolescents who experience any shift in parenting between
wave one and wave three also experience a slight increase in juvenile offending
compared to adolescents who have stable parenting styles, although this relationship is
not statically significant. To further examine the particularities of parenting style shifts
on juvenile offending, each particular shift was analyzed using least squares regression.
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.250
4494

Authoritative Shifts
An ordinary least squares regression was perfonned utilizing maternal
authoritative parenting shifts and juvenile delinquency between wave one and wave three.
The results are shown in Table 10.

Table 10: Regression Comparing Authoritative Shifts and Juvenile Delinquency
~odel 1
~ode12
~ode13
Sociodemographic
-.090***
-.091 ***
-.095***
Female
-.012
-.025
-.006
Black
-.019
-.022
-.027
Hispanic (White Contrast)
-.021
-.018
-.019
Other Race (White Contrast)
-.016
-.019
-.025
Age
-.012
-.004
.014
Income
-.379***
-.374***
-.388***
Wave 1 JD
Parental Shift wI to w3
Stable Authoritative (Contrast)
.084***
.079***
Authoritative to Uninvolved
.036
.034
Authoritative to Pennissive
.033
.031
Authoritative to Authoritarian
Control Variables
.016
Delinquent Peers
.050*
Neighborhood Disadvantage
-.015
Household Conflict
-.014
Single Parent
46.183***
31.898***
23.262***
F
R2
.138
.145
.148
1896
1896
1896
N
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.lO, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

First, the regression reveals that gender and wave one juvenile delinquency are
strongly correlated with shifts in delinquency between waves. The regression also
reveals that any shift from authoritative maternal parenting in wave one to pennissive,
authoritarian, or uninvolved parenting in wave three is associated with an increase in
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adolescent offending. Important to note is that the shift from authoritative parenting to
permissive or authoritarian parenting styles is not statistically significant. However, the
shift from authoritative parenting to uninvolved maternal parenting is highly correlated
with an increase in juvenile delinquency even in the presence of the control variables
(p<. 001). This finding coincides with the hypothesis that a shift from positive parenting
(authoritative) to negative parenting (uninvolved) will correspond with a rise in
delinquent activity.

Authoritarian Shifts
Next, a least squares regression was performed on maternal authoritarian shifts
and juvenile delinquency. The results are shown in Table 11.
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Table 11: Regression Comparing Authoritarian Shifts and Juvenile Delinquency

Variables

Modell

Model 2

Model 3

Female
Black
Hispanic (White Contrast)
Other Race (White Contrast)
Income
Age
Wave 1 Juvenile Delinquency

-.095**
-.087*
-.051
.098**
-.014
-.019
-.568***

-.094**
-.082*
-.050
.097**
-.012
-.023
-.566***

-.105*
-.1l1**
-.061
.088*
.020
-.054
-.600***

.046
.017
.030

.041
.021
.031

26.377***

.099**
.042
.020
-.061+
19.966***

Sociodemographic

Parental Shifiwl to w3
Stable Authoritarian (Contrast)
Authoritarian to Uninvolved
Authoritarian to Permissive
Authoritarian to Authoritative
Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
F
R2

37.941***

.313
.315
.329
585
585
585
N
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Although no shift in parenting style was a strong predictor of juvenile
delinquency in wave three for the subject with an authoritarian mother at wave one,
delinquent peers, gender, race, and wave one juvenile delinquency correlated strongly
with delinquency in wave three for the subjects.

Permissive Shifts

A regression was then performed on maternal permissive parenting shifts and
juvenile delinquency.
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Table 12: Regression Comparing Permissive Shifts and Juvenile Delinquency
Modell

Model 2

Model 3

Sociodemographic
Female
Black
Hispanic (White Contrast)
Other Race (White Contrast)
Income
Age
Wave 1 JD

-.088***
-.021
-.033
.009
-.049*
.014
-.541 ***

-.097***
-.019
-.031
.006
-.044+
.016
-.547***

-.102***
-.037
-.037
.005
-.025
.007
-.561 ***

.045+
.049*
-.052*

.041+
.046*
-.050*

58.515***

.040
.044+
-.005
-.020
42.461***

Parental Shifiwl to w3
Stable Permissive (Contrast)
Permissive to Uninvolved
Permissive to Authoritarian
Permissive to Authoritative
Control Variables
Delinquent Peers
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent
80.273***

F

R2

.283
.291
.295
N
1428
1425
1421
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .00l.

Table 12 reveals that permissive shifts to uninvolved and authoritarian parenting
correspond with an increase in juvenile delinquency, while a shift from permissive to
authoritative corresponds with a decrease in juvenile delinquency (p<.05) when
controlling for age, income, gender, and wave one juvenile delinquency (Model 2).
Model 3 reveals that the relationship between each permissive shift and wave three
juvenile delinquency remains statistically significant even in the presence of control
variables.
The finding that the shift from permissive to authoritarian parenting between
wave one and wave three correlates with an increase in juvenile delinquency (p<.05)
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coincides with the previous finding in the current project that a shift from authoritarian
maternal parenting to permissive maternal parenting correlates with a decrease in juvenile
delinquency and further reaffirms that there may exist an important difference in the
predictive ability of high support (permissive) over high restrictiveness (authoritarian).

Uninvolved Shifts
A regression was then performed on maternal uninvolved parenting shifts from
wave one to wave three.

Table 13:Regression Comparing Uninvolved Shifts and Juvenile Delinquency
Model 2
Model 3
Modell
Sociodemographic
-.038
-.058
-.036
Female
-.040
-.042
-.054
Black
-.006
-.006
.003
Hispanic (White Contrast)
.060
.052
.058
Other Race (White Contrast)
.026
.028
.061
Income
-.027
-.039
-.074
Age
-.601***
-.606***
-.646***
Wave 1 JD
Parental Shift wI to w3
Stable Uninvolved (Contrast)
-.077+
-.075+
Uninvolved to Authoritative
-.010
-.016
Uninvolved to Permissive
-.046
-.040
Uninvolved to Authoritarian
Control Variables
.105*
Delinquent Peers
.033
Neighborhood Disadvantage
.035
Household Conflict
-.055
Single Parent
F
36.838*** 26.294***
19.658***
R2
.356
.375
.362
468
465
N
461
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.IO, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table 13 reveals a decrease in juvenile delinquency between wave one and wave
three for adolescents who reported their mother as uninvolved. The only significant
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sociodemographic variable was wave one delinquency (p<.001) and the only significant
control variable was delinquent peers (p<.005). Although the uninvolved to authoritative
shift was the only maternal parenting shift that was moderately significant (p<.1 0), each
shift away from uninvolved correlated with a decrease in juvenile delinquency between
waves.

All Parenting Styles
The final least squares regression compares juvenile delinquency and all parenting
styles (both stable and shifting) against stable authoritative. This analysis was performed
as the present research finds that stable parenting is the best predictor oflow levels of
juvenile delinquency and prior research has found that authoritative parenting is the best
predictor oflow levels of juvenile delinquency. Therefore, it is hypothesized that stable
authoritative maternal parenting will correlate with the lowest level of juvenile delinquent
behavior than any other. The result of this regression is shown in Table 14.
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Table 14:All Parenting Styles Against Stable Authoritative by Juvenile Delinguency
Modell
Model 2
Model 3
Sociodemographic
-.083***
-.087***
-.095***
Female
-.024+
-.022
-.046**
Black
-.025+
-.025+
-.031 *
Hispanic (White Contrast)
.007
.007
.005
Other Race (White Contrast)
-.023+
.007
-.018
Income
-.008
-.011
-.026+
Age
-.504***
-.499***
-.523***
Wave 1 JD
Parental Shift wI to w3
Uninvolved (Stable)
Shift to Permissive
Shift to Authoritarian
Shift to Authoritative
Permissive (Stable)
Shift to Authoritarian
Shift to Authoritative
Shift to Uninvolved
Authoritarian (Stable)
Shift to Authoritative
Shift to Uninvolved
Shift to Permissive
Authoritative (Stable)
Shift to Authoritarian
Shift to Permissive
Shift to Uninvolved

.020
.013
-.002
-.016
.008
.031*
-.028+
.030*
.001
.018
.028*
.013

.015
.009
-.003
-.017
.009
.029*
-.026+
.027*
.001
.016
.023+
.013

.013
.012
.042**

.014
.013
.039**

67.514***

.050**
.053***
-.006
-.032*
58.902***

Control Variables
Delinquent
Neighborhood Disadvantage
Household Conflict
Single Parent

F
R2

206.444***

.243
.249
.255
4499
4484
4480
N
Note: Standardized coefficients reported. +p<.1O, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Sex, race, age, and wave one juvenile delinquency were all strongly correlated
with wave three juvenile delinquency. Additionally, delinquent peers, neighborhood
disadvantage and family structure all correlated with juvenile delinquency in wave three.
Adolescents with permissive maternal parenting in wave one which shifted to uninvolved
parenting in wave three experience a statistically significant increase (when compared to
stable authoritative) in juvenile delinquency between waves (p<.l 0). Similarly,
adolescents with permissive maternal parenting in wave one which shifted to
authoritarian parenting in wave three also experienced an increase in juvenile
delinquency between waves (p<.l 0). Adolescents with permissive maternal parenting in
wave one which shifted to authoritative parenting in wave three experienced a
statistically significant decrease in juvenile delinquency between waves (p<. 0 1). Also
significant was the shift from authoritative maternal parenting in wave one to uninvolved
maternal parenting in wave three. This shift corresponded with an increase in juvenile
delinquency (p<.OI).
Overall, this analysis reveals an important and complex relationship between
shifting maternal parenting styles and the influence on juvenile delinquent behaviors.
Negative maternal parenting which shifted to a more positive maternal parenting style
between waves corresponded to a decrease in juvenile delinquency. Similarly, the shifts
from a positive parenting style to a more negative parenting style corresponded with a
rise in delinquent behavior.
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CHAPTER vn
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The current project examines the effect of shifting parenting practices and
juvenile delinquent behaviors. While prior research has found that parenting styles can
change due a change in the age ofa child (Dix et at., 1986; Feldman et at., 1989; Smaller
& Youniss, 1989), divorce (Simons et at., 1993), environmental causes like
discrimination (Brody et aI., 2008) and community expectation (Simons et at., 2005), no
project has investigated the impact of parenting style shifts and the effect on juvenile
delinquency prior to this investigation.
Research has clearly established that delinquent youths exhibit lower levels of
attachment to their parents than non delinquent youths (Hirschi, 1969; Stattin & Kerr,
2000). Prior research has also found that authoritative parenting generally creates
stronger parent-child bonds, due to high levels of warmth and control, than any other
form of parenting (Mason et at., 1996; Walker-Barnes & Mason, 2004) and that the
creation of high levels of parent-child attachment result in high levels of social control
(Agnew, 1993).
Relying on the framework of social control theory and past literature showing a
significant relationship between parenting styles and juvenile delinquency, it was
hypothesized that adolescents shifting from situations of authoritative parenting to more
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negative forms of parenting would coincide with an increase in delinquency due to lower
levels of parental attachment and support. As previous literature suggests, the current
study found that adolescents whose mother was authoritative in wave one show lower
levels of juvenile delinquency than any other parenting style during the same wave
(authoritarian, permissive, uninvolved). Additionally, the data reveal that adolescents
whose mother was authoritative in wave one also had lower levels of offending in wave
three than adolescents whose mother was authoritarian or uninvolved, and offending
levels equal to adolescents whose mother was permissive when controlling for the effects
of delinquent peers and neighborhood disadvantage, as shown in Table 5.
Second, the data show that any shift in parenting style from wave one to wave
three correlated with a slight increase in juvenile delinquency. As noted previously, this
relationship was not statistically significant in the multivariate analysis; rather, the data
do show that particular shifts are associated with significant increases in juvenile
offending. While a general shift in parenting was not associated with a statistically
significant change in delinquency, some specific shifts in parenting style between waves
were found to predict adolescent offending.
The data show that adolescents who reported their mother's parenting style as
authoritative in wave one and reported their mother's parenting style as uninvolved in
wave three experienced significant increases in juvenile offending between waves.
Adolescents who reported their mother's parenting style as permissive in wave one and
authoritarian in wave three also reported a significant increase in offending. A shift from
permissive parenting in wave one to uninvolved parenting in wave three also resulted in
an increase in juvenile offending. While the multivariate data show that other shifts from
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positive parenting styles to negative parenting styles are not statistically significant, the
results do show that overall, shifts from positive parenting to negative parenting styles are
related to an increase in offending.
Coinciding with the finding that positive to negative shifts correlated with an
increase in delinquency, it was found that shifts from negative parenting styles to positive
parenting styles correlated with a decrease in juvenile offending. The multivariate data
reveal that a shift from permissive parenting in wave one to authoritative parenting in
wave three significantly correlate with a decrease in juvenile delinquency between waves.
Similarly, a shift from uninvolved parenting in wave one to authoritative parenting in
wave three also correlated with a decrease in delinquency. While this analysis does not
find a significant relationship between all negative to positive shifts, the data does reveal
that negative parenting styles in wave one that shift to positive parenting styles in wave
three do, overall, contribute to a decrease in adolescent offending. 4
This project provides strong evidence that some parenting style shifts have a
strong impact on adolescent offending. This finding supports the hypothesis that positive
parenting practices serve as the best form of social control, and when the parenting style
shifts from a positive style (authoritative) to a negative style (uninvolved), or from a
negative style (permissive) to a more negative style (uninvolved), the bonds to the parents
are weakened which result in low levels of social control and allow for juvenile
delinquency to occur. Coinciding with this finding, the current project also finds that
shifts from negative parenting to positive parenting may reestablish parental attachment
and decrease adolescent offending. A shift from negative parenting (permissive or

4 The notable exception is the non-statistically significant shift from authoritarian (wave one) to
authoritative (wave three), which correlated with a slight increase in offending.
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uninvolved) to positive parenting (authoritative) significantly correlated with a decrease
in adolescent offending. In these shifts, adolescents who were previously less attached to
their mother due to a permissive or uninvolved maternal parenting style generally
experienced a decrease in juvenile offending coinciding with a shift in parenting style.
The current finding supports the hypothesis that a shift from negative parenting style to
positive parenting styles will result in higher levels of social control and juvenile
delinquency will decrease.
While past research has classified parenting styles as static (Baumrind, 1966;
Baumrind, 2005; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Paulson & Sputa, 1996; Schaffer et aI.,
2009), this body of research suggests that parenting styles are not static; but rather, are
dynamic processes subject to change that have important implications for adolescents.
There are some notable limitations to the current study. In particular, this project
is limited by the data available from the NLSY concerning divorce, cohabitation and
remarriage between waves, which has been found to impact juvenile offending (Rebellon,
2002; Amato et aI., 1991; Demo et aI., 1988). Additionally, current research suggests
that a transition from a single-parent-household to a two-parent-household through
marriage or cohabitation may be associated with an increase in juvenile delinquent
behavior (Schroeder et aI., 2010). It is also outside of the scope of the current project to
investigate why parenting styles may shift, but past research suggests that parenting
styles may change due to community expectation (Brody et aI., 2008) and discrimination
(Simons et aI., 2005).
Future research needs to investigate confounding variables which may contribute
to shifts in parenting style, including parental cohabitation and parental perception of
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discrimination. A more complete investigation should also include paternal parenting
consideration and the effect on delinquency. Overall, an investigation into the contextual
nature of parenting style shifts may provide more insight into the process by which
changes in parenting style effect juvenile delinquency.
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APPENDIX
Al!l!endix A: Bivariate correlations between control variables

Female
Black
Hispanic
Other
Race
Income
Neighbor
Disadvn
Home
Con.
Age
Sngle
Prnt
WI Del
Del Peer

Other
Neighbor Home
Sngle WI Del
Female Black Hispanic Race Income Disadvn Con. Age Prnt Del Peer
-.005
I
.013
-.002
.006 -.013
-.052 .009 -.028 -.165 .094
Correlation
Sig.
Correlation .013
.206
Sig.
Correlation -.002
.842
Sig.
Correlation .006
.583
Sig.
Correlation -.013
.292
Sig.
Correlation -.005
.714
Sig.
Correlation -.052
.003
Sig.
Correlation .009
.420
Sig.
Correlation -.028
.008
Sig.
Correlation -.165
.000
Sig.
.094
Correlation
.000
Sig.

.206

-.307
.000
-.057
.000
-.226
.000
.286
.000
-.027
.132
.019
.078
-.271
.000
.003
.801
.091
.000

.842
-.307
.000

-.050
.000
-.179
.000
.068
.000
.011
.547
-.007
.479
.042
.000
-.009
.402
-.001
.915

.583
-.057
.000
-.050
.000

.020
.110
-.012
.415
.017
.331
-.001
.928
-.008
.427
.008
.423
.003
.778
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.023
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-.109
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-.107
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-.015
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